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DISCLAIMER

This report has been reviewed by the Minerals Management Service and approved
for publication.  Approval does not signify that the contents necessarily reflect the
views and policies of the Service, nor does mention of trade names or commercial
products constitute endorsement or recommendation for use.



The Department of the Interior

As the Nations’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has
responsibility for most of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources.  This
includes fostering sound use of our land and water resources, protecting our fish,
wildlife, and biological diversity, preserving the environmental and cultural values of our
national parks and historic places; and providing for the enjoyment of life through
outdoor recreation.  The Department assesses our energy and mineral resources and
works to ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people by
encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in their care.  The Department also has
a major responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who
live in island territories under U.S. Administration.

The Minerals Management Service Mission

As a bureau of the Department of the Interior, the Minerals Management Service’s
(MMS) primary responsibilities are to manage the mineral resources located on the
Nations’s Outer Continental Shelf (OCS), collect revenue from the Federal OCS and
onshore federal and Indian lands, and distribute those revenues.

Moreover, in working to meet its responsibilities, the Offshore Minerals Management
Program administers the OCS competitive leasing program and oversees the safe and
environmentally sound exploration and production of our Nation’s offshore natural gas,
oil and other mineral resources.  The MMS Royalty Management Program meets its
responsibilities by entrusting the efficient, timely and accurate collection and distribution
of revenue from mineral leasing and production due to Indian tribes andallottees, States
and the U. S. Treasury

the MMS strives to fulfill its responsibilities through the general guiding principles of:
(1) being responsive to the public’s concerns and interests by maintaining a dialog with
all potentially affected parties and (2) carrying out its programs with an emphasis on
working to enhance the quality of life for all Americans by lending MMS assistance and
expertise to economic development and environmental protection.
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Introduction

The purpose of this report is to 1) describe the shoreline morphology and historical
movement of the Virginia's southeast ocean coast from Rudee Inlet to north Sandbridge and 2)
document the sediment movement of the recent Dam Neck Beach Nourishment Project (DNBNP)
after one year.  This study was modified to accommodate the Dam Neck project which came
online after the original scope of work for the Minerals Management Service (MMS) was
developed.  The DNBNP involved placement of over 1,000,000 cubic yards (cy) of sand fill that
was dredged from Sandbridge Shoal in Federal waters and placed along about 9,000 ft. of
shoreline.  Monitoring of the project by VIMS includes before and after aerial imagery, beach
profiles and collecting sediment samples.  A detailed three year monitoring project is being
conducted by the Navy.

Monitoring objectives for the DNBNP included:  1) acquiring low-level aerial photos in
order to track the beach planform movement of the beach fill mass; 2) performing beach profiles
to document the alongshore changes of beach fill onto adjacent shores; 3) acquiring beach and
nearshore sediments to characterize grain size trends as the beach fill disperses; and 4)
determining gross bathymetric changes of the nearshore region.  Three monitoring periods were
determined to be sufficient to accomplish objectives.  Detailed monitoring was done for the pre-
fill condition (August 1996), post-fill six-months (May 1997) and post-fill one year (Oct 1997). 

The DNBNP was completed in November1996.  Monitoring of the project for this study
extended alongshore from north Sandbridge to Rudee Inlet, a distance of approximately 29,000 ft. 
The landward extent of the monitoring extended into the dune field roughly 400 to 500 ft.from
mean sea level (MSL).  Offshore sampling and bathymetry extended to at least the -24 ft. contour,
approximately 2,000 ft. from MSL.

In general, Virginia’s southeast ocean coast is receding.  This ongoing process prompted
the Navy to proceed with a large beach nourishment project.  With a large sand source just over 3
miles offshore (i.e. Sandbridge Shoal), the DNBNP became a cost effective shore protection
option.  MMS serves as the government steward of that sand resource and, therefore, is
responsible for its wise use.  The two-year, five-task monitoring project by the Virginia Institute
of Marine Science (VIMS) and Old Dominion University (ODU) will evaluate several facets of
offshore sand mining for the purpose of beach nourishment and attempt to determine initial and
potential impacts of the DNBNP to benthic resources, modification to the wave climate, tidal
current influence and modification the shore zone.

Physical Setting

Geography and Background

The southeast Virginia coast extends from Cape Henry at the mouth of the Chesapeake
Bay to False Cape and the North Carolina state line.  The False Cape offshore shoal complex and
Cape Henry with its associated offshore shoals essentially act as large headland features that
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bound a long, curvilinear shoreline embayment (Figure 1).  This embayed shore includes the coast
from Rudee Inlet south to False Cape.  The primary study area of Dam Neck lies within this larger
shore cell or reach. 

The shoreline between Cape Henry and False Cape is a barrier beach and dune system
typical of the mid-Atlantic coast.  The north half of the reach generally lacks a backbarrier lagoon. 
The southern half of the reach is backed by North Bay and Back Bay down to False Cape.  The
only break in this shore reach is Rudee Inlet which has been in existence since at least 1585
(Everts et al., 1983).  

Until 1988, the most significant anthropogenic impact in the Cape Henry to False Cape
reach was the annual beach nourishment at the Resort Strip that extends from Rudee Inlet
northward about 3 miles.  The Resort Strip is the commercial, recreational district in the City of
Virginia Beach which has been maintained as a recreational, tourist beach through beach
nourishment.  Sand has been used to recreate the beach yearly since the mid-1950s primarily by
truck haul from upland borrow areas and sediment bypassing at Rudee Inlet by cutter head
dredge.  Approximately 150,000 cy of sand is bypassed annually at Rudee Inlet onto the Resort
Strip and another 100,000 to 150,000 cy is trucked in.

In 1988, a second anthropogenic impact to the reach began in earnest.  Many residents of
the 4.5 mile subreach known as Sandbridge began an extensive bulkheading program to prevent
dune erosion.  These bulkheads were made primarily of steel, and between 1988 and 1990, about
12,850 ft. of shore was bulkheaded (Basco et al., 1997).  By 1995, almost15,545 ft. of shoreline
at Sandbridge had bulkheads.  Since then, many have failed, have been rebuilt or have been
removed. 

The most recent anthropogenic impact to Virginia’s southeast coast has been the large
beach nourishment project at Dam Neck (Fleet Combat Training Center, Atlantic).  This project is
part of a larger shoreline protection project installed by the Navy at Dam Neck.  Before the beach
material was placed, a large dune was built using sand from upland sources.  This dune, which
was constructed with a rock core, is the last line of defense for land based infrastructure the Navy
values at about $95 million.  Over 1,000,000 cy of borrowed sand from Sandbridge Shoal was
pumped onto Dam Neck in November 1996.

Previous Studies of Shore Change
 

Numerous studies have been performed along the southeast ocean coast of Virginia that
pertain to shoreline change. Studies by Everts et al. (1983), Dolan (1985), Wright et al. (1987),
and Basco (1991) document the patterns and rates of shoreline change.  Goldsmith (1977),
Hardaway and Thomas (1990) and Basco (1997) have performed and analyzed beach surveys
along various portions of the reach.  

Figure 2 is a composite figure found in Basco (1991) showing shoreline change as
determined by Everts et al. (1983) and Dolan (1985) as well as shore cells and wave height
variation as determined by Wright et al. (1987).  The general, long-term shore change pattern
shows significant shore recession between latitude 36o 40' and 36o 45', just south of Sandbridge, 
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with a maximum erosion rate of 11.5 ft/yr at 36o 41.5' according to Everts et al. (1983) and Dolan
(1985).  This area of high shoreline recession also corresponds to high average breaker wave
height (Hb) according to Wright et al. (1987).  Accretionary trends are evident in several areas of
the reach:  around False Cape; just south of Rudee Inlet; and at Cape Henry.  For the study area
between Rudee Inlet and north Sandbridge, the erosion is more variable with some accretionary
trends determined by Dolan (1985).  These areas have a lower range of average breaker wave
heights.

The analysis by Everts et al. (1983) is based, in part, on cartographic data using Federal
government surveys from 1858 to 1925 and 1925 to 1980 (Figure 2).  According to Everts et al.
(1983), the topographic supplement to the hydrographic surveys were done mostly by plane table. 
After 1927, aerial photography and photogrammetric methods were used to provide coastal
topography (Shalowitz, 1964).  The main coastal feature that depicts the shoreline is mean high
water (MHW).  However, both in the field and from aerial imagery, the determination of this line
or datum is somewhat interpretive and can contain a certain degree of error.

The analysis by Dolan (1985) depicted on Figure 2 utilized 47 years of aerial imagery from
1937 to 1984.  More recent efforts have attempted to improve shoreline change analysis; several
methods and their limitations are presented in Crowell et al. (1997), Crowell et al. (1991), and
Dolan et al. (1991).  Foster and Savage (1989) determined that the amount of error associated
with shore change analysis varies with method.  For map data, the error can be +/- 9.1 m, for
aerial photos +/- 6.1 m and +/- 3.1 m for surveyed points.  One factor is evident, the more closely
spaced data points, the better the analysis.

Previous Sediment Studies

The sedimentology of the study area is based on both active processes as well as the
underlying geology of the region.  Sorting and winnowing of the sediments by the littoral currents
and waves occurs continuously in the nearshore region and erosion can expose outcrops of
material deposited long ago.  Numerous studies have looked at the southeast ocean coast of
Virginia in terms of its surficial sediment characteristics, mainly to identify and characterize
possible sites for dredging of sand for beach nourishment projects.  Williams (1987) studied the
area between Cape Henry and Sandbridge.  He compiled data from U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers core log descriptions to create map of generalized distribution of surficial sediments
(Figure 3).  Most of the region has muddy fine to medium sand on the bottom.  Clean sand is
located in a narrow band on the shoreface landward of the 25 ft. contour with a few other isolated
areas associated with shoals or relict paleochannels.  The areas of mud are located in the thalweg
on the western flank of the Chesapeake Bay entrance channel and could be old estuarine outcrops.

Hobbs’ (1997) findings essentially agreed with Williams (1987) since his analysis revealed
that inner continental shelf (depths less than 100 ft.) is dominated by coarser sediments, most of
which contained in excess of 90% to 95% sand.  Most sands are medium to coarse sand (>2 phi). 
Small pockets of fine grained sediments were related to Chesapeake Bay mouth and the others to
outcrops of muddy sediments.  Berquist and Hobbs (1988) found the inner shelf and shoreface
region within 3 miles of the Sandbridge shoreline, depths generally less than 50 ft., have surface
sediments of uniform gray to olive gray, fine to very fine sand with a consistent mean grain size of
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0.125 mm (3.0 phi).  The percentage of mud is high ranging from 16% to greater than 20%. 
Hobbs (1997) concluded that the sediments of southeastern Virginia ocean coast is more varied
than previously thought.  Even though most are sands, the density of the sampling grid allows
identification of a greater spatial variability in grain-size characteristics. 

Kimball and Dame (1989) used vibracores to confirm the characterization of sediments
within Sandbridge Shoal as “medium grained sands” with mean grain size of 0.3 mm (1.5 phi);
many samples had over 10% by weight pebbles.  Their study of the bottom near Rudee Inlet
indicated the region had a surface mean 3.05 phi (0.12 mm) and a standard deviation 0.5 phi,
(0.71 mm).  Off of Sandbridge the mean was 1.5 phi (0.35 mm) and the standard deviation was 0
.5 phi (0.71 mm).

Wright et al. (1987) summarized beach sediment data from various sources.  There is
considerable variability both cross-shore and alongshore, but in general, the average foreshore
(beach between the berm and the beach TOE) mean along the Resort Strip in Virginia Beach was
2.0 phi (0.25 mm) and had a standard deviation or sorting value of 0.8 phi (0.57 mm).  At the -10
ft.contour the D50, or median, varies between 2.3 phi and 2.5 phi (0.18 mm and 0.20 mm). 
Between Rudee Inlet and Fort Story, the D50 increased threefold (0.25 mm to 0.75 mm) from
south to north. Between Rudee Inlet and Back Bay, the D50 of the oreshore is larger than other
subaerial samples, and the D50 at -10 ft.contour is 2.1 phi (0.23 mm).  On a winter beach, the
minimum D50 seaward of the foreshore is 1.9 phi (0.26 mm) and varies to a maximum of 1.6 phi
(0.32 mm).  Sandbridge has a foreshore mean 1.75 phi (0.3 mm).  Wright et al. (1987) suggest
that a beach nourishment program along the Dam Neck/Sandbridge reach would best be served
with sand larger than 2.0 phi (0.25 mm).  The average grain size of the DNBNP is 0.4mm (1.2
phi).

Waterway Surveys and Engineering (1986) conducted an analysis of the beach at
Sandbridge.  Their study found that the D50 of the dune face or the base of the bulkhead ranges
from 2 to 1.2 phi (0.25 to 4.0 mm) which is medium sand.  This range also occurred in the
midberm region.  The D50 of the foreshore portion of the beach ranged from 2.3 to 1.0 phi (0.2 to
0.5 mm) and is classified as fine and medium sand.  The low tide terrace had a D50 range of 2.3 to
2 phi (0.2 to 0.25 mm) which is fine sand.  In general, the foreshore sands are coarsest with the
backshore and dune slightly less coarse than foreshore.  The outer part of low tide terrace has the
finest sand, even finer than the samples from the 10 ft. depths.  Sorting is best at outer edge of
low tide terrace and on the dunes and in the backshore.

Hydrodynamic Setting

Wave Climate

For this study, the main hydrodynamic forces operating along the project area are the
waves and wave-induced currents and tidal currents.  The wave climate operating along the
southeast Virginia coast is controlled, in part, by the nearshore bathymetric configuration and tidal
currents (Ludwick, 1978; Wright et al., 1987).  Influence by tidal inlets is negligible, except
locally at Rudee Inlet.  Wave measurements at several locations including NOAA buoy 44014
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(Figure 4) from Maa (1995) and WIS phase III stations 77 and 78 (Figure 5) from Jensen (1983)
indicate a dominant southeasterly component to the wave field.  However, the predominant storm
direction is from the northeast and tends to counter the southeasterly-driven, longshore movement
of beach material.  

The distribution of the longshore component of wave energy along the southeast Virginia
coast is controlled by the nearshore bathymetry.  Wright et al. (1987) performed a wave climate
analysis using a linear wave propagation model, RCPWAVE, developed by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (Ebersole et al., 1986) that computes changes in wave characteristics that result
naturally from refraction, shoaling, and diffraction over complex shoreface topography.  The
results of the analysis in Wright et al. (1987) indicate a concentration of wave energy in the area
just south of Sandbridge.  This corresponds to a nearshore increase in water depth where higher
potential wave energies may reach the coast (Figure 2).  This region also has the highest rate of
shoreline recession on the southeast Virginia ocean coast and is considered an area of divergence,
or a “nodal” zone, where shore zone sediments are transported northward and southward toward
Cape Henry and False Cape (Everts et al., 1983).

Further complications in nearshore bathymetry exist due to the occurence of Sandbridge
Shoal (Figure 1).  Maa (1995) indicates that the existence of Sandbridge Shoal may tend of
concentrate wave energy into the area of high shoreline recession.  Boon (1997) found a similar
tendency.  The inference here is that removal of Sandbridge Shoal due to mining for beach
nourishment may decrease the wave concentration in the area of highest shoreline recession.

The onshore-offshore component of sediment transport at Sandbridge was described by
Wright et al. (1991).  Wave gauge deployment during November 1988 on the shoreface of
Sandbridge embraced some contrasting moderate wave energy events and provided insight into
the processes that operate during non-storm autumn and winter periods.  The results for
Sandbridge indicate that incident waves are the principal agent of sediment flux and suggest that
wave-driven transport in the seaward direction may be nearly as important as in the shoreward
direction (Wright et al., 1991).

On a regional scale, the nearshore zone along the southeast coast of Virginia influences
the wave climate because the False Cape and Cape Henry shoal complexes tend to act as
headlands.  The southeasterly wave field is impacted first by the False Cape headland which
refracts and diffracts the wave field.  Northeasterly waves are refracted and diffracted by the Cape
Henry shoals.  Sediments of the shore and shoreface are driven both north and south from the
nodal divergence zone by the impinging wave climate to help “feed” the adjacent headland shoal
areas.  The headland shoals display a much gentler offshore bathymetric gradient than the nodal
divergence area.  A steeper shoreface bathymetric gradient near the nodal point allows significant
“planing” by wave processes and sea-level rise that cut into the underlying coastal strata which
serves as a sediment source (Swift et al., 1985).

Sediment Transport

Everts et al. (1983) described the divergence or nodal zone just south of Sandbridge
where transport processes cause alongshore sediment movement north and south.  This was
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substantiated by Waterways Surveys and Engineering (1986) and Wright et al. (1987). 
Waterways Surveys and Engineering (1986) determined sediment transport rates from
sedimentation and dredging of Rudee Inlet.  They estimated a gross transport rate (Q) to the
north of 488,000 cy per year and a Q to the south of 288,000 cy per year.  This results in a net
northerly alongshore rate of 200,000 cy of sand per year.  The implication at Dam Neck would be
a similar net rate of alongshore sediment transport to the north.  Onshore-offshore transport is not
included in this estimate but may be a significant factor related to the DNBNP.  

Methods

Shore Profiles

A long-term beach and nearshore profile survey data set was obtained from the City of
Virginia Beach’s survey department.  This data set was created between 1980 and 1996 and
includes dune and beach surveys to MLW.  Early surveys were taken each quarter (i.e. spring,
summer, fall and winter).  Two times per year, select profiles (numbered 43, 45, 48) are run
offshore to approximately 25 ft. below mean sea level (MSL).  The survey methods include transit
and stadia for the beach and dune portions of the profile and fathometer and sled for the offshore
section.  For this project, eight of the City’s profiles, numbered 43 to 50, from Rudee Inlet to the
north end of Sandbridge were analyzed (Figure 6 and Table 1).  Profiles 43 and 44 define the
boundaries of Croatan Beach.  Profile 45 is on the Naval Amphibious Base property.  Profiles 46,
47 and 48 are on Dam Neck property, and profiles 49 and 50 occupy the north end of Sandbridge.

The location of VIMS’s survey at profile 43 was slightly south and about 25 ft. in front of
the City’s profile since the City’s profile crosses the beach near the groin, and sediment samples
could not be taken directly offshore.  The City stopped survey profile 45 in 1984 and profile 46 in
1990 (Table 1).  Access to profile 45 was difficult since it is a military training area; the City’s
benchmark was not recovered.  VIMS personnel set a wood stake at the approximate location of
profile 45 and used the Global Positioning System (GPS) to locate the stake and get an elevation. 
The City benchmark at Profile 46 still exists, but surveying is difficult since it is a military rifle
range.  The benchmarks at profiles 47 and 49 were reset in 1996.  Profile 49 was reset in about
the same location, but profile 47 was moved about eight ft. north and 25 ft. east.

 The City’s raw data from field books were databased with the Interactive Survey
Reduction Program (ISRP) (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1994).  The data was plotted and
checked for errors and bad points.  Profile analysis followed procedures outlined by Larson and
Kraus (1994).  This includes an analysis of individual profile parameters including change in the
position of MHW, the average shoreline change through time, seasonal plots, and the maximum
and  minimum, the mean profile and standard deviation.

The profiles were surveyed by the City in August 1996 before the DNBNP.  The same
profile lines were surveyed by the VIMS six months (May 1997) after installation and one year
later (October/November 1997).  The subaerial beach, out to 2 ft. below MLW, was surveyed in
detail with transit and stadia.  Due to lack of high resolution offshore survey gear, only depth
change at the position of sediment sampling was measured (see section C, below).  Sediment 
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samples also were acquired at each date for the beach and offshore regions, to a depth of 24 ft.
below MSL.

Aerial Imagery

VIMS operates a U-6A DeHavilland Beaver to further its research and educational
mandates.  The very low minimum controlled flight speed is an asset both to aerial observation
and photography and to operations in and out of short, unimproved landing areas.  VIMS can
obtain vertical photography in 70-mm format on a variety of film types.  Two Hasselblad
500ELM cameras can be used together allowing the acquisition of identical images on two
different film types.  The cameras are equipped with motor driven film advances, simultaneously
controlled, electronic shutter releases, and an intervalometer.

The study site was flown by VIMS’s plane and personnel before the fill project (August
1996), just after the project (November 1996), in April 1997, and September 1997 to obtain low-
level vertical imagery.  Eight inch square, non-rectified photos with 60% overlap at a scale of
1"=200' were obtained.  A mosaic was created with the photos and used to plot the position of
MHW through time.

Sediments  

Sediment sampling locations followed the general plan outlined in Figure 7. Sediment grab
samples were taken along profiles 43 to 50 prior to the DNBNP (August 1996), after six-months
(May 1997) and after one year (October/November 1997).  Dune, beach and nearshore samples to
-2 ft. MLW were taken by hand from shore.  Offshore sediments at -6, -12, -18 and -24 were
acquired with a grab sampler from a boat.  Three grab samples were taken for each offshore
location to create a composite sample.

 Offshore sampling for the three sampling periods was based on returning to the same
location (i.e. latitude/longitude) each time by using a differential GPS.  Depths for the second and
third sampling period may have changed, but the sample names remained the same.  Dune, beach
and nearshore samples were taken at the designated morphologic feature (i.e. dune, berm, mid-
beach, etc.).  Sediments were analyzed for percent gravel, sand, silt and clay.  The VIMS Rapid
Sand Analyzer (RSA) was used to determine the grain size distribution of the sand fraction. 
Sediment sample information is in Appendix A including the latitude and longitude position of the
offshore samples and the distance from the benchmark of the beach samples.

The grain size distribution of beach sand generally varies across the shore and to a lesser
degree, alongshore as a function of the mode of deposition.  The coarsest sand particles usually
are found where the backwash meets the incoming swash in a zone of maximum turbulence at the
base of the subaerial beach; here the sand is abruptly deposited creating a step or TOE.  Just
offshore, the sand becomes finer.  Another area of coarse particle accumulation is the berm crest,
which is sometimes coincident with the last high tide line (LHT), where runup deposits all grain
sizes as the swash momentarily stops before the backwash starts.  The dune or backshore
generally contains the finest particles because deposition here is limited by the wind’s ability to
entrain and move sand (Bascom, 1959; Stauble et al., 1993).
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Sediment statistics were developed for median grain size and sorting.  Both statistics are
common parameters in discussing sediment characteristics and are used frequently in beach
assessments (Stauble et al. 1993; Larson and Kraus, 1994).  The median is defined by one half the
particles are coarser and one half are finer, but it is not particularly useful for bimodal sediments. 
The mean is a better parameter but the median is most commonly used (Folk, 1980).  Sorting is a
measure of sediment uniformity and can be obtained by several methods of determining standard
deviation.  The spread of the grain size distribution about the mean defines the concept of sorting. 
Well-sorted sands have only a few size classes present in the sample.  Poorly-sorted sands are
represented by most size classes (Friedman and Sanders, 1978).  For this study, the Inclusive
Graphic Standard Deviation (Folk, 1980) is used.  The method of moments was used on the
sediment data (Appendix A), but even though it is generally a more accurate method of describing
a sample, it is not discussed since previous studies of the sediment characteristics of Virginia’s
southeast coast utilize the graphic method of statistic determination.
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Table 1

Station Designation Mark NAD 1983 (ft) 198 NAD 1983 (ft) NGVD 1929 Date Total Inclusive Long

VIMS Virginia Beach Type Northing Easting Elevation Established Surveys Dates Short

43 M-07 (Reset) Disk 3,471,104.9210 12,223,512.1990 11.28 August 1982 33 1980-1996 L

44 PRO 5-2 Disk 3,467,422.8220 12,224,120.0630 18.79 July 1980 33 1980-1996 S

45 M-08 Disk 3,464,472.3276 12,224,827.4200 15.22 (1929) July 1980

DN3 (VIMS) Stake 3,463,509.2776 12,225,077.4048 21.65 (1983) August 1996 17 1980-1984 L

46 PRO 6-2 Disk 3,459,920.4941 12,225,924.9005 22.691 June 1980 22 1980-1990 S

47 N-010 Disk 3,454,568.3790 12,227,383.0190 22.98 July 1980

N-010A Disk 3,454,576.4990 12,227,407.8060 22.81 1996 32 1980-1996 S

48 PRO 7-2 (Reset) Disk 3,448,874.9164 12,229,068.5090 13.071 June 1980 32 1980-1996 L

49 PRO 8-2 Disk 15.55 June 1980

PRO 8-2A Disk 3,446,301.3690 12,229,839.4310 14.22 1996 34 1980-1996 S

50 N-012 Disk 3,443,888.5360 12,230,750.8950 8.57 June 1980 29 1980-1996 S

Information on the City of Virginia Beach’s profile data.
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Results

Long-Term Historical Trends 

The long-term rate of shore change at the location of the eight study profiles was
determined by Everts et al. (1983) (Figure 8) and is summarized in Table 2.  The MHW position
was determined for each date at each profile location.  From 1859 to 1925, there is a similar rate
of shoreline erosion for all profiles that ranges from -4.5 ft. per year (ft/yr) at profile 46 to -2.9
ft/yr at profile 49.  The trends from 1925 to 1980 show similar magnitude of recession between
profiles 47 to 50.  However, a significant accretionary trend becomes evident in profiles 43 and
44, a reduced erosion rate at profile 45 and slight accretion at profile 46.  This may be attributable
to the stabilization of Rudee Inlet by jetties and the subsequent bypass system.  The jetties would
act as littoral barriers that stack sand to the south. The jetties and inlet dredging significantly
modify the net long-term trend from 1859 to 1980 for profiles 43 and 44.

Table 2

Historic Shore

(ft/yr)

Change* Virginia 
Net

 Beach
Shore 
(ft/yr)

Profiles
Change

Average 
Change
(ft/yr)

Date  1859-1925 1925-
1980

1859-1980 1980-1996 1980-1984 1980-1990

Span (yrs) 66 55 121 16 4 10

Profile #

43 -3.0 5.1 0.66 2.9 19.4

44 -3.0 0.5 -1.7 1.2 12.9

45 -3.6 -0.91 -2.4 -3.8 1.8

46 -4.5 1.4 -2.1 -2 1.4

47 -3.0 -2.0 -2.5 -5.4 -1.9

48 -3.3 -2.55 -3.1 -0.6 -0.4

49 -2.9 -4.4 -3.4 -0.6 4.7

50 -3.2 -3.82 -3.5 -3.4 -4.9
* Data from Everts et al. (1983)

Shoreline change rates from historical data and the City of Virginia Beach’s data set.

City Monitoring, 1980-1997

Analysis of the City’s beach survey data shows the variability of shoreline and shoreface
change along this subreach over the past 16 years.  One portrayal of shore change is the
movement of a tidal contour through time.  Following historical methods, the position of MHW
for each study profile was plotted through time (Figures 9A-9H).  Except for the very high
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variability in profile 43 (Figures 9A), the other profiles indicate large seasonal fluctuations where
data was taken quarterly and possibly a subtle trend toward erosion, accretion or relative stability
depending on the individual profile.  The rate at which these trends occur along this subreach has
broader regional  implications as modifications to the shoreline continue to have an impact (i.e.
Sandbridge bulkheads, DNBNP, and a proposed beach nourishment at Sandbridge).   

 A simple method to determine rate of change is the End Point Rate method (EPR),
described by Fenster et al. (1993), which is similar to picking a tidal datum off aerial imagery in
its relative randomness.  For example, for this study, the difference between the positions of
MHW at two dates were multiplied by the number of years between the dates to get a rate of
change in ft/yr for each profile.  These rates are shown in Figure 8 and compared against rates
from Everts et al. (1983).  Since this method is similar, these data could be the position of MHW
from two aerial photos flown at those times.  However, all in all, the trends using the EPR are
similar to the historical plots. 

In order to ascertain an overall trend for each profile, the average shoreline change at
MSL in ft/yr was determined (Figures 10A-10H).  This average of the rates through time for each
profile also is plotted against the historical trends and the values obtained by the EPR method
(Figure 8).  The plot describes the accretionary trend that is being enhanced by Rudee Inlet. 
Although more detailed analysis is necessary, the present study shows an increased rate of
accretion south of Rudee Inlet according to City data.  This trend appears significant down to
profile 46 with profile 43, which is adjacent to Rudee Inlet, having the highest average rate of
shoreline change at +19.4 ft/yr.  Shoreline recession continues at profiles 47 and 48 but at less
than historical rates.  Finally, the north end of Sandbridge has an increased accretion rate at profile
49 and a corresponding loss at profile 50.  This plot includes data prior to and after bulkheading
began in 1988 which, no doubt, modifies the natural trend.

Seasonal fluctuations across the study profiles, shown in Figures 11A-11H, are plotted
along with the average profile for all surveys.  Table 3 lists the survey dates that were assigned to
each grouping used to determine the seasonal mean profile.  The mean seasonal profiles are
represented for winter, spring, summer and fall by January, April, July and October, respectively. 
Generally, subaerial beach accretion occurs in the summer or fall; beach erosion occurs in the
winter or spring.  The plots show that the July or summer profile has the highest berm.  Most of
the profiles are lowest in January except profiles 43, 44 and 45 which have their lowest profiles in
April.  Both the January and April mean profiles can be indicative of a winter profile.  The
maximum vertical change occurs across the beach berm feature between +4 and +6 ft. MSL and
the backshore region.  This is the active subaerial beach and swash zone that is subject to frequent
wave runup and overtopping.  Profile 50 shows the development of a nearshore bar on the
January mean profile indicating that sand is stored in a bar system during the winter.

Since the long profiles (43, 45 and 48) generally are surveyed only in the spring and fall,
mean profiles plotted for winter and summer do not extend beyond about MLW.  The offshore
trend shows that there is a “crossing point” on the long profiles where the inshore portion of the
profile to MLW show accretion in the fall and erosion in the spring.  Seaward of the crossing, the
trend is less clear, but, generally, the opposite is occurring with profile accretion in the spring and
erosion in the fall.  After a summer of milder waves, sand has moved closer to the shoreline since
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the October profile is higher than the April profile landward of the crossing point.  The crossing
point occurs at about 10 ft. below MSL at profile 43 (Figure 11A), 6 ft. below MSL at profile 45
(Figure 11C), and at 8.5 ft. below MSL at profile 48 (Figure 11F).  The crossing point appears as
a berm or bar feature, that is the seaward edge of a lower beach face terrace, and is seaward and
deeper than the breaker zone inner bar feature.  The sand eroded during the winter appears to be
stored further offshore, seaward of the crossing.

Table 3

January April July October

January 19, 1981 April 19, 1981 July 19, 1981 October 19, 1980

January 19, 1982 April 19, 1982 July 19, 1982 October 19, 1981

January 19, 1984 April 19, 1983 July 19, 1983 October 19, 1983

January 19, 1985 April 19, 1985 July 19, 1984 October 19, 1984

January 19, 1987 March 22, 1990 July 19, 1985 November 19, 1985

January 17, 1991 April 10, 1991 July 19, 1996 October 19, 1986

January 14, 1993 April 20, 1993 July 3, 1990 September 28, 1988

February 25, 1994 June 2, 1992 November 21, 1991

July 9, 1993 September 8, 1993

July 21, 1994 October 20, 1993

August 19, 1996

Survey dates assigned to seasonal groupings.

 This feature was recognized by Larson and Kraus (1994) for spring and fall profiles taken
at Duck, North Carolina.  They called it a pivot point located at about -8.5 ft. water depth.  For
the southeast ocean coast of Virginia, this may be an outer bar feature since it appears to be
persistent through time.  The inner bar, usually found toward shore, is difficult to see in the long
profiles most likely due to the lack of summer and winter data.  Larson and Kraus (1994) found
the average depth of the inner bar at Duck, North Carolina to be -5.2 ft. MSL based on 230 bi-
monthly profiles.  The outer bar crest was less persistent and resided at an average depth of 12.4
ft..  The trend of the inner bar and outer bar is less discernable along this subreach shoreline.

Figures 12A-12H reflect the maximum and minimum profiles for the survey data set as
well as the mean profile and standard deviation.  The plots for the long profiles (43, 45 and 48)
utilize all data until 5 or less points are available offshore.  Offshore closure is not reached but can
be projected to be between 25 and 30 ft. below MSL.  The short profiles generally do not extend
below MLW, but most reach a subaerial beach “closure”. 

The standard deviation is a measure of variability of the profiles.  For all the subaerial
beach surveys, the common area of vertical excursion occurs in the active swash zone between the
beach berm and about MSL; this zone has an average standard deviation of 1.7 ft.  Profiles 46, 48,
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49 and 50 show significant fluctuations in the foredune.  Vertical changes in the base of dune have
a standard deviation of 3.4 ft. on profile 47.  The average standard deviation for the dune face for
all profiles is 2.6 ft. (Table 4).

For the maximum, minimum and mean analysis of the long profiles (43, 45 and 48), the
offshore bar/terrace feature (pivot point) seen in the seasonal profiles is once again apparent.  The
area of the largest vertical profile excursion along the offshore segment occurs landward of the
pivot point at the base or toe of the beach face.  Standard deviations and depths of the toe of the
beach face are shown in Table 4.

Table 4

Profile Beach Berm Dune
Crest/Face/Base

Toe of Beach Face

43 2.4 1.5 1.6 = Standard Deviation
 Depth = -4.0 ft

44 1.9

45 1.7 1.2 2.0 = Standard Deviation
Depth = -5.5 ft

46 1.2 1.9

47 2.0 3.4

48 1.4 3.7 1.4 = Standard Deviation
Depth = -6.5 ft

49 1.5 3.6

50 1.8 2.7

Average 1.7 2.6

Standard deviation (ft.) of selected beach features resulting from the maximum, minimum, and
mean analysis.

Dam Neck Beach Nourishment Project, 1996-1997

The DNBNP came online after this study was geared toward a profile and sediment
analysis of the Sandbridge shore subreach.  It was decided to take advantage of this opportunity
to track the movement of the beach nourishment for one year.  Sampling of the beach and
nearshore region was performed to note significant changes in profile trends and sedimentology.
The eight aforementioned City profiles were chosen as reference lines for this evaluation.  Surveys
and samples were performed prior to the DNBNP (August 1996), about 6 months after the
project (May 1997) and after about one year (October/November 1997).  The one year sampling
took two days.  The beach and dune were surveyed and sampled in October 1997 while the
offshore work was not accomplished until November 1997.  Between the two sampling dates, a
moderate northeaster occurred (October 15 to 19) and impacted beach morphology and offshore
sedimentation processes.  Also, City profile data was used for the August 1996 profile plots;
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however, no City data was available for profiles 45 and 46 so the mean summer profile was used
for the August 1996 date.

The following discussion of analyses resulting from VIMS’s one-year monitoring will be
separated into 1) the subaerial beach and nearshore surveys, and 2) the sediment sampling and its
analysis.  Most of the historic shore change data and much of the City’s profile data only covers
the “subaerial” beach zone, but some City profile data covers the upper shoreface, an area that
will be impacted by the DNBNP.

Subaerial Beach and Nearshore Surveys

 Profile plots of the three sampling periods include the subaerial beach and nearshore
(Figures 13-20).  The subaerial beach may be defined as that area of the profile from about MSL
to the dune crest.  Two plots are posted for each profile to better see the beach.  The nearshore
portion of the profile is what lies below MSL.  Two nearshore profiles include August 1996 and
November 1997.  When City data was not used (i.e. their short profiles), the bathymetry was
determined by the coordinates at the sediment sample location (Appendix A).  The beach and
nearshore surveys were done on separate days for the data taken one year after the initial fill
project.  For this nearshore survey, the profile from 6 ft. below MLW seaward was taken in
November 1997 but is plotted with the subaerial beach (data taken in October 1997); the
following plots show data from both dates, even if October 1997 is the date on the plots.

There is considerable upper profile variability on profile 43 (Figure 13A and 13B) that is
most likely attributable to Rudee Inlet, which acts as a littoral barrier, and the associated
dredging.  Dredging was being done during the May 1997 survey.  Vertical changes are most
significant between about +5 ft. MSL and -10 ft. MSL.  A general loss of material form the beach
and very nearshore occurred between August 1996 to October 1997; however, during that time,
there also was an increase in beach berm elevation.  Below the -7 ft. contour, there was a net
increase of sand volume between August 1996 and October 1997.

Heavy equipment was pushing sand around the backshore at profile 44 (Figures 14A and
14B) during the May 1997 survey.  This activity modifies the natural patterns of profile change
along the subaerial beach zone.  The subaerial beach berm grows in elevation and becomes an
obvious feature on the profile by October 1997.   Profile 44 acquires an inner bar in May 1997
and October 1997 and what may be a “pivot” point occurs about 1,000 ft. on the survey line at
about 10 ft. below MSL.  Profile 44 was historically a short profile in the City’s data set.

Profile 45 (Figures 15A and 15B), a long City profile with a data set that only extends
four years, lies about mid-way between profiles 44 and 46.  Subaerial beach changes indicate
beach berm and beach face growth.  Nearshore erosion occurred down to the -4 ft. contour from
August 1996 to May97 but then an accretionary trend occurred by October 1997 with bar growth
occurring 380 ft. offshore.

Profile 46 (Figures 16A and 16B) is located about 1000 ft. north of the limit of beach fill
associated with the DNBNP.  The October 1997 survey shows an accretionary trend of the beach
berm (Figure 16A) and a general profile decrease across the nearshore segment of the profile
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(Figure 16B).  This offshore change may reflect the storm (October 1997) wave interaction with
the beach fill mass to the south where wave refraction might scour the shoreface at that point.

Profile 47 is located at about the middle of the beach nourishment project, and the beach
fill berm is quite obvious in Figures 17A and 17B.  Initial landward adjustments to the beach face
and inner bar is evident between surveys May 1997 and October 1997 as is some washover and
base of dune accretion.  The inner bars appear to have developed off the face of the adjusting
beach fill.  Changes further offshore do not appear to be significant, even after several days of
northeaster waves.  A slight cut and fill relationship occurred at about the -10 ft. MSL contour
between August 1996 and October (November) 1997.

Figures 18A and 18B show profile 48 which is located about 2,000 ft. south of the
southern limit of the DNBNP.  A progressive, accretionary beach berm is shown between May
and October 1997 surveys, and sand volume significantly increases below MSL. This may reflect a
response of the upper shoreface to the Oct 15-19 northeaster.  The data imply that there was a
southward flow of material from the beach fill mass along the subaerial and offshore segments of
the south bound area.

 Continued accretion of the subaerial beach and nearshore from about +5 ft. MSL to -4 ft.
MSL is noted in profile 49 (Figures 19A and 19B).  A bar is located at the offshore limit of
accretion, and net profile erosion occurs out to the -16 ft. MSL contour.  Profile 49 appears to
have a southward movement of the beach fill along the subaerial and very nearshore profile
segments but not further offshore. 

This is an erosional trend of the beach face in front of the bulkhead at profile 50 (Figures
20A and 20B).  An inner bar and trough develops in the May 1997 and October 1997 surveys. 
Between August 1996 and October 1997, an accretionary trend tapered seaward from the inner
bar feature offshore to about the -16 ft. MSL contour.  Beyond that there is a slight erosional
trend toward the seaward end of the profile.  

The above profile trends are summarized by plotting the rate of change in the lateral
position of MHW and the -2 ft. MSL contour for the three study surveys (Figures 21A and 21B). 
Beach fill trends after six month (August 1996-May 1997) show that seaward movement of
MHW at profile 45 is negligible, but during the next six months, the profile accretes seaward. 
This same pattern and magnitude occurs at profile 49 which is about the same distance south of
the southern fill limit that profile 45 is north of the northern fill limit.  For the subaerial beach, this
indicates relatively equal dispersion of the fill alongshore equidistant from the fill limits.   

Profiles 46 and 48 straddle the fill area, 1,000 and 2,000 ft. away, respectively.  These
profiles have similar patterns of MHW movement initially, advancing during the first six months
but then significantly receding on profile 46 and remaining unchanged on profile 48.  Profile 47, in
the heart of the beach fill, shows the expected high rate of shoreline advance after the first six
month, then a slight erosional trend over the second six months.

The -2 ft. MSL contour change is somewhat more variable.  A significant seaward
advance took place during the second six months for the northern four profiles and profile 49.
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This may reflect alongshore transport via the nearshore bar and swale zone which does not appear
in the pre-fill survey.  At about mid-fill, profile 47, a similar trend as MHW is seen but there is
little movement of the -2 ft. MSL contour.  It must be kept in mind that the land survey for the
October 1997 data were performed prior to the October 15 to 19 northeaster.

Volumetric changes were calculated for the area of the profiles above MSL and below
MSL.   Patterns similar to changes in MHW are evident in volume change (cubic yards/linear ft.,
cy/ft ) above MSL (Figure 22A).  The subaerial beach at profile 47 shows the mass of sand placed
on the beach during the project.  Between August 1996 and May 1997, little volume change
occurred above MSL north and south of the fill at profiles 44, 45, 48, 49, and 50.  However,
between May and October 1997, north and south of the fill was accreting (profiles 43, 44, 45, and
49) and little change occurred at profiles 46, 47, and 50.  The large subaerial loss at profile 43
between August 1996 and May 1997 can be attributed to the dredging at Rudee Inlet.

Figure 22B shows the net volume change between pre-fill and one year after the fill below
MSL.  The same patterns of erosion and accretion are seen below MSL but to a much lesser
extent volumetrically than the subaerial beach.  Little change occurs at profile 50 over the year of
this study.

The spreading of the beach fill also was tracked with aerial imagery where MHW was
taken off low-level, non-rectified aerial photos. The MHW plot, Figure 23, shows the northward
and southward spreading of the beach mass.  Erosional areas are seen along the front cusp of the
beach fill feature showing the differential loss of the fill there.

Subaerial Beach and Nearshore Sediments

The subaerial beach and nearshore was sampled for sediment characteristics.  Samples
were taken at the Dune (crest), Base of Dune (BOD), Midberm, Berm, Midbeach, TOE of beach
face and the -2 MSL contour (Figure 7).  The offshore was characterized by sediments taken at “-
6", “-12", “-18", and “-24" ft..  The beach at profile 47 was not sampled prior to the fill since it
would be buried after the project.  The complete sediment analyses are presented in Appendix A. 
For this discussion, the median grain size and sorting are plotted together for each sample
location.  Figures 24A and 24B depict the sediment parameters for the natural foredune crest. 
Data are missing because either there was no dune crest feature or the profile line began seaward
of the dune crest.  On average, the median grain size gets slightly coarser with time (Figure 24A)
and stays well sorted (Figure 24B).

The average alongshore grain size of the base of dune (BOD) becomes slightly finer from
August 1996 to May 1997 but gets coarser again in October 1997 (Figure 25A).  Profile 47, the
beach fill, is slightly coarser than adjacent reaches. Sorting goes from well-sorted (August 1996)
toward moderately well-sorted by May 1997 and October 1997 (Figure 25B).  Both dune crest
and BOD were primarily influenced by aeolian processes over the study period.  The occurrence
of high water and wave runup were negligible.

The midberm region’s average alongshore grain size goes from a fine to medium sand to a
medium sand (Figure 26A).  Post-fill samples coarsen slightly to the north of the fill and fine to
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the south.  Sorting patterns, in general, show better sorting from profile 46 south (Figure 26B). 
The overall average pushes the study total to a moderately well sorted status over time.

The berm feature shows a significant increase in the average alongshore grain size from
August 1996 to May 1997 with a slight decrease by October 1997 (Figure 27A).  With the
exception of profile 44 and 46, this trend occurs at each profile where there are 3 samples for
three dates.  Profiles 48 and 49 show a fining median grain size in October 1997 about equal to
the August 1996 sample. The average alongshore sorting is generally well-sorted (Figure 27B).

The average alongshore grain size variability for the midbeach zone is significant (Figure
28A).  There is an average increase of about one phi size from August 1996 to May 1997 and a
one phi size decrease from May 1997 to Oct97.  This may be a seasonal trend in the active beach
zone.  Between August 1996 and May 1997, the midbeach zone becomes coarser north of the fill
and at profile 50.  All profiles become finer from May 1997 to October 1997.   The average
sorting is within the moderately well sorted range (Figure 28B).  The May 1997 and October
1997 sorting is better or toward the well sorted range for profiles 46 to 50 relative to the northern
profiles (i.e. 43,44 and 45).

The beach TOE or step is quite variable for median grain both alongshore and through
time (Figures 29A and 29B).  The average alongshore grain size increases by one phi size from
August 1996 to May 1997 and then becomes finer by an average of one and one-half phi size from
May 1997 to October 1997.   This variability also may be explained as seasonal trends.  The TOE
sediments become generally better sorted through time (Figure 29B).

The “-2" average alongshore median grain size is generally finer than the subaerial beach
sediments with a coarsening trend from August 1996 to May 1997 and a fining trend from May
1997 to October 1997 (Figure 30A).  Once again this appears seasonal.  Also, the May 1997 data
was obtained near the inner bar crest.  The general trend for sorting is to become better sorted
with time (Figure 30B).

The “-6" sediments become slightly coarser with time (Figure 31A), and there is little
significant change in sediment sorting (Figure 31B).  The “-12"  sediments trend slightly finer with
time and become slightly better sorted (Figures 32A and 32B).

The “-18" sediment samples get slightly coarser between August 1996 and May 1997. 
Between May and October 1997, however, the average grain size has returned to what it was in
August 1996, indicating a seasonal change in sediment size (Figure 33A).  At this depth and
distance offshore, the sand size fraction is very fine sand.   The sorting differs from the median
grain size in that it becomes better sorted between August 1996 and May 1997, but between May
and October 1997, the sorting value does not change (Figure 33B).  The “-24" sediment trends
are slightly coarser then finer with time (Figure 34A).  The sorting is generally very well-sorted
becoming slightly better sorted over the study period (Figure 34B).  At individual profiles, the
median grain size stays relatively the same, but sorting values vary at profiles 48 and 50.

The overall sample can be characterized by the percentage of gravel, sand, silt, and clay in
the sample.  Generally, the samples contained mostly sand.  Overall, the samples taken in the
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course of this study contained little silt and clay, so they are discussed collectively as mud.  The
samples taken in August 1996 revealed very little gravel, and most of the mud was located in the
offshore samples.  The mud content was highest at the “-24" sample; profile 44, sample “-24"
contained 51% mud, and profile 50, sample “-24" had 14% mud.  In May 1997, the highest mud
content generally was in the offshore samples with profile 43, sample “-24" having the highest
content at 20%.  The samples taken in May 1997 had about the same gravel content as in August
1996.  The samples taken in October 1997 contained much less gravel and mud than in May 1997. 
In October, none of the samples had over 3% mud in the sample.  The TOE at profile 47 had 24%
gravel, and the TOE at profile 45 had 9% gravel.  Other than these samples, no others had more
than5% gravel in the sample.

Discussion

Several trends are evident in the results of the one year monitoring study of the DNBNP. 
The movement of the beach fill material has taken place both alongshore and offshore.  The
subaerial beach change of the position of MHW and the -2 ft. contour through time (Figures 20A
and 20B) are qualified in Table 5.  Generally, there is significant accretion associated with the
beach fill mass from August 1996 to May 1997.  Then erosion of the seaward side of the main fill
(profile 47) occurs as the material spreads laterally.  

Table 5

MHW Change
Figure 20A

-2 Change
Figure 20B 

Profile Aug96-May97 May97-Oct97 Aug96-May97 May97-Oct97

43 erosion no change erosion accretion

44 small accretion small accretion erosion accretion

45 no change accretion accretion accretion

46 accretion erosion erosion accretion

47 accretion erosion accretion no change

48 accretion no change erosion no change

49 no change accretion erosion accretion

50 no change erosion no change no change

Summary of relative profile change at the position of MHW and the -2 ft. contour as shown in
Figures 20A and 20B.

Volume changes (Table 6) above MSL show gains in the subaerial beach either side of the
fill. Volumetrically there appears to be a net gain of subaerial beach to the south.  This is also
evident more dramatically of the offshore gains southward especially profile 48.  These trends
indicate a net southward movement of the beach fill mass after one year.  This trend was



65

occurring before the October 15 to 19, 1997 northeasters for the subaerial beach.  That same
storm period is most likely responsible for the offshore trend associated with the southward
movement.  Wind data obtained at Norfolk International Airport from that event reflects primarily
a north and northeast wind field with consequent southward driving wave conditions.  This storm
had the most impact to the project since placement in the fall of 1996.

Table 6

Volume Change Above MSL
Figure 21A

Volume Change Below MSL
Figure 21B

Profile Aug96-May97 May97-Oct97 Aug96-Oct97

43 loss gain small loss

44 no change gain small gain

45 loss gain no change

46 gain no change small loss

47 gain no change gain

48 no change gain gain

49 no change gain small gain

50 no change no change small loss

Summary of relative volume changes above and below MSL as shown in Figures 21A and 21B.

The one year (Aug96-Oct97) rate of change for MHW, obtained during the course of this
study, is compared against historic trend and trends in City data (Figure 35).  Profile 46 appears
as an anomaly considering the large mass of sand placed only 1,000 ft. to the south.  The net
change over one year is about zero after an initial loss of about 40 ft. from August 1996 to May
1997.  This may be attributable to wave refraction across the beach fill mass causing a localized
wave energy concentration or a “hot spot” with sediment loss relative to adjacent shorelines. 
With time and the occurrence of storms, the beach planform will move toward a dynamic
equilibrium in the longshore directions.

Equilibrium of the October 1997 steep, nourished beach face profile also will take place. 
This offshore shifting of fill sand has occurred as evidenced by the large inner bar features on
profile 47.  From historic City survey data, the natural inner bar  is a more subtle feature.  With
the advent of the DNBNP, more distinct inner bars may develop due to the increased sand volume
within the reach.  The large bar and nearshore increase in sediment volume on profile 48 are
evidence of the net offshore and southward movement of the beach fill beyond its original limits;
these features are not seen on adjacent profiles north of the project.  The offshore impacts of
beach fill movement may extend beyond the depths of “closure” (approximately 30 ft. below
MSL), at least initially.

Sediment trends for the subaerial beach (BOD to -2 ft) are seasonal changes with coarser
sands occurring after the winter season (May 1997) and a return to finer grained material after the
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summer season (October 97).  Table 7 qualifies this trend.  The only two profile locations to get
coarser with time are the Dune crest and the -24 ft.locations, the profile end points that are
impacted separately by winds and waves respectively.  Sorting generally gets better with time for
the whole sediment suite except for the berm and midberm.

Table 7

Median Grain Size Sorting

Sample Aug96-May97 May97-Oct97 Aug96-May97 May97-Oct97

Dune coarser no change better sorted little change

BOD coarser finer better sorted little change

Midberm coarser finer no change less sorted

Berm coarser finer better sorted less sorted

Midbeach coarser finer better sorted better sorted

TOE coarser finer better sorted better sorted

“-2" coarser finer better sorted better sorted

“-6" coarser no change little change little change

“-12" little change finer better sorted better sorted

“-18" coarser finer better sorted no change

“-24" coarser finer little change better sorted

Summary of the relative average alongshore sediment statistics of the study site as shown in
Figures 23-33.
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VII. Conclusion

On a regional scale, the DNBNP lies within an area of historic shoreline recession.  False
Cape and Cape Henry and their associated shoal systems act as headlands that modify the wave
energies impacting the shoreline.  Between the two headlands a long, curvilinear embayment has
formed as the shoreline has adjusted to the waves impacting the shore.  The wave energy
impacting the shore generally comes from the southeast with northeast storms occurring during
the winter.  The waves are modified by a complex offshore bathymetry that tends to concentrate
wave energy  in Sandbridge just south of the study area.  This system is difficult to characterize
since it is so variable.  Data collected indicate large seasonal changes in morphology and
sedimentology as well as variable rates of change through time.  

In addition to natural trends, man has also impacted this shore reach.  The only
interruption along the shoreline is Rudee Inlet.  The weir and jetty system at Rudee Inlet has
influenced the shore morphology through time by acting as a littoral barrier and allowing
sediments to accrete southward with only intermittent losses due to annual dredging.  Since 1988,
bulkheads have been built and the beach bulldozed all along Sandbridge as erosion threatened
structures.  Although these actions have led to a loss of the subaerial beach, the bulkheads have
stabilized the rates of change in the area.  

Beach nourishment as a means of shore protection has long been suggested as the best
means to abate erosion along this shore reach.  The DNBNP has added over 1,000,000 cubic
yards of good quality beach sand to the littoral system.  Whether the fill will be effective as shore
protection at Dam Neck for 12 years, the Navy’s projected fill life expectancy before
renourishment is required, is yet to be seen.  However, the impacts to the beach and nearshore
region of adjacent shores will be positive in the sense that increased profile dimensions  not only
will abate shore recession but the added critical mass should reduce the historic losses for some
time.  The proposed addition of another 1,000,000 cubic yards to the south along Sandbridge in
the spring of 1998 will complement the DNBNP. 

In general, the DNBNP has spread both alongshore and cross-shore as material is eroded
from the center of the fill.  The mechanisms for transport indicate that, in addition to being moved
subaerially, as seen with the creation of a high water berm, sediment also may be moving to the
north in the nearshore region through the bar and trough system.  The direction of sediment
movement relates to the predominant wave direction.  The net northward transport rate indicates
that more sand moves north than south over time, but the initial net subaerial movement of the fill
is to the south.  Increased dredging may be necessary at Rudee Inlet as the fill moves north since
more sand is available for transport at least for a few years.
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